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Information systems (IS) project success has been a perennial bane of many researchers. 
Although there are short, medium and long-term dimensions to success, the reality is that 
they are inseparably linked. Time plays a significant role as a stakeholder, such as a project 
manager who has short-term interests. In contrast, a business executive has long-term 
interests for the organisation as a whole. Project success is arguably a continuum where 
each dimension plays a role in realising long-term benefits for the organisation. This 
research investigates IS projects specifically to understand the argued correlation between 
short, medium and long-term project success dimensions. A total of 612 valid responses 
were collected through an online questionnaire. Quantitative analysis through PLS-SEM was 
conducted to reveal the correlation between success dimensions. The overall implication is 
that short-term IS project success does not directly correlate with long-term IS project 
success. However, there is a clear correlation between the time phases of IS project success. 
This research shows medium-term success mediates the relationship and correlation of 
short and long-term success. While literature acknowledges the relationship literature, this 
research confirms this notion and proves a significant correlation between each IS project 
success dimension over time. 
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2 Introduction 
Information systems (IS) project success has been a perennial bane of many researchers [1-
3]. A plethora of views exists in the IS project space with marginal consensus regarding what 
constitutes success. The general concept of project success has evolved from the triple 
constraint to be more inclusive of stakeholder and organisational dimensions [4]. An 
emergent pattern is assessing IS project success across multiple dimensions as relying on 
immediate or short-term success is unjust in determining overall project success [1, 5]. A 
practical example is the Sydney Opera House which exceeded time and cost but was a long-
term success. Although there are short, medium and long-term dimensions to success, the 
reality is that they are inseparably linked [6, 7]. Fleron, et al. [8] explore the “Fata Morgana” 
or mirage effect where success changes throughout an IS project’s lifecycle as well as 
beyond project delivery. Zwikael and Meredith [9] agree and note how success changes as 
time progresses and conditions change. Time plays a significant role as a stakeholder such as 
a project manager has short-term interests while a business executive has long-term 
interests for the organisation as a whole [10]. The focus should also, therefore, be placed on 
the success of the project output and how it is accepted and used within the organisational 
context [11]. Subsequently, an argument is made for distinct yet related project success 
dimensions [12]. That is, project success should arguably be viewed as a continuum where 
each dimension plays a role in realising long-term benefits for the organisation. Emphasis 
has long been placed on project management success with little cognisance of the impact 
and value created long after a project is completed [13]. Zwikael and Meredith [9] explored 
the underlying connection between short, medium and long-term success and validated the 
need to assess project success over time. However, the study had a generic project focus 
and explored project success time dimensions from a stakeholder perspective. 
This research investigates IS projects specifically to understand the argued 
connection between short, medium and long-term project success dimensions. 
Furthermore, the aim is to contextualise the connection between the three dimensions 
from a holistic IS project perspective. This research aims to expand on prior research and 
determine the correlation between the three continuum dimensions of IS project success. 
The following research question posed: What is the correlation between the short, medium 
and long-term dimensions in IS project success? 
The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. The second section 
conceptualises and provides a theoretical background of the project success continuum. The 
third section presents the research methods adopted while the fourth section presents the 
results of this research. The final section discusses the implications and conclusions of the 
results while presenting research limitations and avenues for future studies. 
3 Theoretical Background 
3.1 The Project Success Continuum 
A systematic literature review by Albert, et al. [4] shows only one source of IS project 
success, i.e. Wateridge [14]. Wateridge [14] focused on the hard criteria of project 
performance and quality as well as the soft criteria of customers and end-user satisfaction. 
Albert, et al. [4] note contention around the term “quality” as it is ambiguous and has 
multiple meanings. The same can, however, be said for other criteria as they can be 
perceived differently by the involved stakeholders [15]. Nguyen, et al. [16] performed a 
systematic literature review on IS project success specifically and found that conceptual 
literature outweighs empirical literature. Furthermore, there are three main views of IS 
project success: (i) acceptance and use of technology, (ii) IS success and (iii) project success. 
These three views suggest IS project success is a combination of the project, the solution 
and the solution’s technology effectiveness. The overall message from literature is that IS 
project success cannot be viewed through a single lens and multiple constructs exist to 
determine the real extent of success [7]. Bannerman and Thorogood [17] acknowledged this 
and developed a multi-dimensional model of IS project success. The constructs include 
process success (technical), project management success (project), product/deliverable 
success (client/user), business success (organisation) and strategic success (industry). These 
constructs were conceptualised as being independent and measured at different points in 
time. However, determining success at a specific point in time may negate successes 
associated with internal and external elements beyond a project. Pinkerton [6] asserts, “If 
the venture is not a success, neither is the project”. IS project success cannot be seen as a 
black box as this forfeits the interconnected nature of success [18]. Pankratz and Basten [18] 
investigated the relationship between IS project success criteria and factors and revealed an 
interconnected network between the two concepts. That is, no criteria or factor exists in 
isolation as they are inherently connected. Hughes, et al. [19] explored the interconnected 
structure of IS project success and showed how factors influence and reinforce each other 
when determining success. Although Bannerman and Thorogood [17] assert each construct 
exists in a different timeframe, Joseph [20] and Marnewick, et al. [1] argue the symbiotic 
conceptualisation of success where each construct functions together. Shenhar, et al. [7] 
argue that a project can be successful in the short-term but less so in the long-term and vice 
versa. There is a lag effect between short and long-term success as a considerable time 
could lapse before fully assessing success. IS project success should arguably be viewed as a 
continuum where a collection of success criteria and constructs progressively realise success 
over time. The continuum therefore exists across three time dimensions: (i) short-term 
success, (ii) medium-term success and (iii) long-term success. 
The project success continuum can be contextualised through the project lifecycle 
lens. Archibald, et al. [21] reflects on the extended project lifecycle model presented in the 
Association for Project Management Body of Knowledge and notes how project closure is 
not the actual end of a project. Project closure should be followed by post-project 
evaluation as this includes medium and long-term aspects such as benefits management. 
Moreover, their analysis reveals how project management should be extended beyond 
project delivery and address the strategic aspect of a project. Studies such as Saad, et al. 
[22], Brady, et al. [23] and Armenia, et al. [24] have conceptually and empirically developed 
an extended project lifecycle view. An argument is made for a holistic view of project 
success and the expected and realised medium and long-term benefits [22, 24]. Brady, et al. 
[23] speaks to IS projects specifically and argues how projects have traditionally been 
handed over with little awareness of operational resources and support required to improve 
IS delivery and usage throughout its lifespan. Armenia, et al. [24] conclude by arguing the 
need to understand the operational and strategic implications of projects when viewing 
projects from an extended project lifecycle lens. The industry has acknowledged the need 
for an extended project lifecycle as shown in the Accelerated SAP [25], Oracle Unified 
Method [26] and Microsoft Sure Step [27] project management methodologies. IS industry 
stalwarts SAP, Oracle and Microsoft include an operation or production phase as part of the 
project lifecycle. They recognised that delivered IS require continuous support and 
refinement to facilitate medium and long-term operational benefits within an organisation. 
Figure 1 illustrates the continuum of IS project success and the intricate connection 
between success constructs and dimensions along the project lifecycle. 
 
Figure 1 The continuum of IS project success 
3.2 Short-term success 
The most common assessment of short-term success is the triple constraint [7, 28]. Short-
term success focuses on the efficient management of resources to maintain the triple 
constraint status quo of a project. Quantitative measures such as time and cost are tangible 
and simpler to assess [29]. The immediate assessment provides instant snapshots that can 
be compared during and post-project execution. While this provides instant insight into 
project efficiencies, it is a scapegoat for other project influences [4, 19]. Qualitative 
measures such as scope and/or quality are generally intangible as there are varying 
perceptions [15]. The scope should have a clear definition but in reality, it could change 
multiple times during a project [30]. Inevitable change manifests blurred interpretations of 
what is in and out of scope as well as the definition of project quality [31].  
Short-term success is analogous to project management success [28] and project 
efficiency [7] from a generalised view. Research in the IS project domain expands on these 
constructs. Bannerman and Thorogood [17] assess short-term IS project success in terms of 
process success and project management success. Project management success speaks to 
the triple constraint. Conversely, process success embodies the underlying processes 
applied to an IS project [17]. This construct assesses the project governance and 
development methodology as well as risk, configuration, change and quality management 
processes. While Nguyen, et al. [16], Fleron, et al. [8] and Sulistiyani and Tyas [5] mention 
process success, they do not explicitly argue for assessing the processes executed during IS 
projects. Conversely, Hughes, et al. [19] empirically validated the importance of processes 
such as resistance, post-mortem, audit and benefits management. They, however, did not 
validate how these processes affect success over time. Pankratz and Basten [18] emphasise 
the role of process success for IS projects as it facilitates team member motivation through 
a transparent and clear understanding of processes. Process success is not a standalone 
short-term measure but a concise and empirical understanding of its impact over time is still 
missing [20]. 
3.3 Medium-term success 
Success occurs in multiple forms that are not always apparent. Project success in the 21st 
century has evolved to explore, acknowledge and contextualise constructs such as product 
and business success [29, 32]. Baccarini [28] asserts project goal, project purpose and 
stakeholder satisfaction of the final project output as the key pillars of a project’s product 
success. The challenge of these success measures is that they are considered predicted 
benefits and are not evident until after the project is completed [32]. Fleron, et al. [8] refer 
to the “Fata Morgana” phenomenon where success is an illusion or something that initially 
appears to be real but changes as you near it. In the IS project context, this is particularly 
true as product success is not explicitly clear even when certain criteria are measured and 
achieved. Bannerman and Thorogood [17] elucidate the IS project product/deliverable 
success construct as meeting client and user requirements, specifications and expectations. 
Moreover, product success implies the IS solution delivered is accepted and used to realise 
benefits for the client and user. This construct should arguably be integrated and directed 
by project processes such as resistance and benefits management [19]. The perpetual 
pursuit of managerial efficiency should not compromise medium-term success in terms of 
product and business success [4, 9, 13]. In reality, medium-term success should co-exist with 
short-term success constructs such as process and project management success. 
3.4 Long-term success 
Shenhar, et al. [7] conceptualised the timeframe of project success and argued business 
success as a long-term endeavour that propagates project benefits into organisational 
benefits. Zwikael, et al. [33] speak to three project benefit components: (i) specificity, (ii) 
attainability and (iii) comprehensiveness. IS projects apply the same philosophy as business 
success centres on ensuring the business motives of the project are met through the 
realisation of the business case and benefits [5, 17]. A question arises regarding how do the 
short and medium-term dimensions of project success affect a long-term dimension that is 
traditionally assessed post-project [4]. The business case is a key function of process and 
project management success as it provides the groundwork for the purpose and intent of 
the IS project while serving as a tool when monitoring and reviewing the benefits of the 
project [34]. Regarding medium-term success, product success focuses on meeting and 
delivering on client and user expectations [17]. Through continuous consultation with these 
stakeholders, the IS project sustains and informs business success as they provide valuable 
insight regarding the practical implications of the ultimate project output [12, 19]. 
Projects are critical portfolio and programme elements that act as conduits for 
realising long-term strategic goals and objectives [35]. Strategic success is, therefore, a 
construct projects must realise as this prepares the organisation for exploiting new markets 
and industries while achieving the competitive advantage [7, 20]. Shenhar, et al. [7] argue 
that strategic success can only be determined after a period of about two to five years. 
Furthermore, studies such as Badewi [36] and Luo, et al. [37] argue a moderate to weak 
correlation between project practices/processes and long-term success. Williams, et al. [38], 
however, argues the front-end of a project is pivotal for strategic success as this delineates 
the strategic complexities and implications of the project. This coincides with Pankratz and 
Basten [18] who argue against treating the inner workings of IS projects as a black box that 
will miraculously churn out the expected strategic results. IS projects are redundant 
endeavours unless they align to the strategic objectives and trajectory of the organisation 
[39]. Moreover, Hoffmann, et al. [39] validated the need to match project efficiency to the 
underlying strategic imperative of an IS project as the effort required to execute the project 
is a function of the final output. IS projects are a function of intricate variables that have a 
symbiotic role in realising the dimensions of the continuum of project success [1]. 
The following hypotheses reflect the discussion above: 
• H1a – Process success has a positive correlation on deliverable success. 
• H1b – Process success has a positive correlation on business success. 
• H1c – Process success has a positive correlation on strategic success. 
• H2 – Deliverable success has a positive correlation on business success. 
• H3a – Deliverable success has a positive correlation on strategic success. 
• H3b – Business success has a positive correlation on strategic success. 
This research takes a different approach to previous studies and focuses on 
understanding and determining the functional role and influence of the three dimensions 
and the underlying constructs of IS project success. The research objective is to determine 
the correlation between short, medium and long-term IS project success. That is, the 
objective is to determine how short-term success (process success) effects medium-term 
success (deliverable success and business success) and long-term success (strategic success. 
Furthermore, the effect of medium-term success is determined as well as the effect 
between medium and long-term success. Conversely, this research deliberately omitted 
project management success and the inherent association with the triple constraint. The 
triple constraint has become less of a major success construct over time given the more 
important focus on stakeholder satisfaction, business and strategic success [40, 41]. Figure 2 






Figure 2 Research model for the continuum of IS project success 
4 Research Methods 
A post-positive theoretical lens was adopted for this research as it allows for the objective 
perception of IS project success through multiple subjective views [42]. The research goal 
was not to create absolute laws governing IS project success but rather to create a new 
approximation of the reality faced in these projects [43]. Reality exists in multiple forms and 
this research aims to provide a new perspective of IS project success justified through the 
investigation and analysis of the hypotheses [44]. Selecting a research strategy is important 
once determining the adopted theoretical lens as it forms the plan of how researchers 
intend to achieve their research goal [45]. The research model (Figure 2) was developed 
using a deductive approach and the survey research strategy facilitates deductive analysis 
[45]. Furthermore, the research model has a predictive element as the intent is to 
determine the correlation and effect of IS project success dimensions on each other. The 
analysis and modelling of variable relationships are facilitated by surveys, which in turn 
assist predictive modelling as they acquire large datasets from large individual groups in a 
standardised manner [46].  
Operationalising the survey indicates how the questions were developed and 
presented to research participants [47]. The survey questions indicate the variables adopted 
in a research study [48]. The measures presented in Table 1 were grounded in studies by 
Bannerman [49], Bannerman and Thorogood [17], Petter, et al. [12], Joseph [20] and 
Sulistiyani and Tyas [5]. Table 1 maps each measure to their respective IS project success 
constructs and continuum dimension. Joia and Melon [50] acknowledges the applicability 
and relevance of each dimension and argues an empirical validation of Bannerman and 
Thorogood [17] in particular as they are yet to move past the conceptual phase.  
Table 1 IS project success variables operationalised from literature (adapted from 
Bannerman [49], Bannerman and Thorogood [17], Petter, et al. [12], Joseph [20] and 





Measure Indicator Name 
Short-term success Process success (0.830)* 
Appropriately chosen 
for the intended 
purpose 
PS_Chosen 
Aligned with the 
project objectives PS_Alignment 









Specifications met DS_Specifications 
Requirements met DS_Requirements 
Client/user 
expectations met DS_User_Expectations 
Client/user 
acceptance DS_User_Acceptance 
Product/system used DS_Product_Used 






Business plan BS_Business_Plan 
Governance  BS_Governance 
Benefits realisation BS_Benefits_Realisation 
Unintended benefits BS_Unintended_Benefits 
Unintended impacts BS_Unintended_Impacts 
Long-term success Strategic success (0.851)* 
Market impact SS_Market_Impact 
Industry impact  SS_Industry_Impact 
Competitive impact SS_Competitive_Impact 
Investor impact SS_Investor_Impact 
Regulator impact SS_Regulator_Impact 
Other impacts  SS_Other 
*Cronbach’s Alpha reliability statistic 
 
The survey strategy was executed via an online questionnaire as it facilitates 
standardised and economic data collection from large populations [45]. The questions are 
consistent and transparent for all participants. A questionnaire link was posted on LinkedIn. 
Furthermore, a questionnaire link was posted on Twitter and included project management 
related handles (e.g. @PMInstitute, @APMProjectMgmt and @pmiagile) as these targeted 
individuals that follow project management related content on Twitter. Using social media 
as an avenue for data gathering allows researchers to post easy to access questionnaires 
online and gain insight from a diverse array of individuals [51]. This research was conducted 
over two years, 2017-2018. 
Establishing validity and reliability is important in any research context. Validity 
focuses on the suitability of a measurement instrument to address the research problem 
reality [45]. Internal validity was achieved by deductively constructing the questionnaire 
using IS project success literature spanning more than two decades. Content validity was 
achieved as the questions and variables used in this research were assessed by academics in 
the IS project management field. External validity explores the application of results to a 
research study. IS project team members who were actively involved in and implemented 
any IS projects across any industry were targeted. The rationale was that these individuals 
would have first-hand experience and knowledge regarding IS projects given their vested 
involvement. An overview of the respondents is presented in Figure 3 and Figure 4. 
Construct validity was established in this research by achieving the three previous pillars of 
validity.  Reliability focuses on the consistency of data collected as the aim is to produce 
repeatable results under similar conditions [52]. Each construct and their respective 
measures were initially assessed using the Cronbach’s Alpha statistic. As indicated in Table 
1, all constructs were above the 0.7 threshold [53]. 
 
Figure 3 Job title demographics 
 
Figure 4 Industry representation 
5 Model Results 
A total of 612 valid responses were collected through the online questionnaire. Partial least 
squares structural equation modelling (PLS-SEM) was used as the analysis mechanism to 
assess the variable correlations and answer the research question. PLS-SEM is a powerful 
tool for exploratory research and for understanding correlation effects between constructs 
[54, 55]. Moreover, PLS-SEM has matured in the IS research field and has gained traction in 
multiple IS research endeavours [54]. SmartPLS 3.2.9 was used to perform the PLS-SEM 
analysis as it is widely and successfully used in multiple fields including the project 

































Assessing the measurement model is the first step when performing PLS-SEM. The 
measurement model is defined as the connection between indicators/variables and latent 
constructs. As per Figure 2, process and strategic success were defined as the independent 
and dependent variables respectively. Furthermore, deliverable and business success were 
defined as both independent and dependent variables as they are influenced by process 
success while influencing strategic success. 
Table 2 presents the final and accepted results of the measurement model. A key 
distinction in Table 2 is that two IS project success constructs merged, i.e. three latent 
constructs were established to support IS project success. Discriminate validity was an issue 
after three iterations as the Heterotrait-Monotrait ratio (HTMT) across the deliverable and 
business success constructs was above the 0.85 ceiling [58, 59]. This implies the two 
constructs are conceptually comparable, and that they should be merged [60]. The 
remaining indicators from business success were included in deliverable success and the 
business success construct was removed. The remaining acceptance criteria were as follows. 
Internal consistency reliability of all IS project success constructs was above the Cronbach’s 
Alpha and composite reliability threshold of 0.7 [54, 58]. Convergent validity was accepted 
as the average variance extracted (AVE) and indicator loadings were above the 0.5 threshold 
[58, 61]. Discriminant validity was confirmed through the assessment of the HTMT bias-
corrected confidence intervals as each value should be below 1 [58, 59].
Table 2 Final assessment of the IS project success measurement model 
Latent Construct Indicators 
















BS_Business_Plan 0.767  
BS_Goals 0.628  
DS_Benefits_Realised 0.694  
DS_Product_Used 0.613  
DS_Requirements 0.753  
DS_Specifications 0.742  
DS_User_Acceptance 0.739  
DS_User_Expectations 0.782  
DS_User_Satisified 0.747  
ProcSucc 
PS_Alignment 
0.833 0.833 0.555 
0.797  
PS_Chosen 0.674  
PS_Implemented 0.797  













The next step is to assess the structural model, i.e. the results indicating the 
correlation between the latent constructs. Collinearity was assessed through the inner 
variation inflation factor (VIF) values and achieve values below 5 [58]. The inner VIF values 
were all below the 5 threshold indicating that the latent constructs are unrelated. Table 3 
presents the remaining results for assessing the structural model. 
Table 3 Final assessment of IS project success structural model 
Relationship Path Coefficient* 
Process Success -> Deliverable Success 0.758 (30.481; 0.000) [0.708, 0.805] 
Process Success -> Strategic Success 0.038 (0.503; 0.615) [-0.117, 0.187] 
Deliverable Success -> Strategic Success 0.612 (8.547; 0.000) [0.474, 0.754] 
Coefficient of determination R2 
Deliverable Success 0.575 (15.265; 0.000) [0.501, 0.647] 
Strategic Success 0.411 (9.123; 0.000) [0.329, 0.505] 
Effect Size f2 
Process Success -> Deliverable Success 1.351 (6.276; 0.000) [1.004, 1.837] 
Process Success -> Strategic Success 0.001 (0.145; 0.885) [0.000, 0.025] 
Deliverable Success -> Strategic Success 0.271 (3.380; 0.001) [0.145, 0.458] 
*t-values and p-values are noted in parentheses - (t-value; p-value). Percentile bootstrap 
confidence intervals are presented in brackets.  
 
The path coefficients are interpreted as standardised regression coefficients [62]. 
The results indicate a significant correlation between process success and deliverable 
success. That is, a single standard deviation increase in process success will lead to a 0.758 
(0.000) increase in deliverable success. This implies that the underlying processes used to 
execute IS projects have a significant role in determining customer satisfaction and business 
benefits. Short-term success, therefore, has an impact on medium-term success. Another 
significant correlation is between deliverable success and strategic success as a single 
standard deviation increase in deliverable success will lead to a 0.612 (0.000) increase in 
strategic success. Long-term success is therefore significantly influenced by medium-term 
success as competitive, industry and market impacts are realised by the satisfaction of 
customers and direct business benefits. While there is no significant direct correlation 
between process success and strategic success, the results confirm an indirect correlation 
effect over time. That is, deliverable success mediates the impact of process success on 
strategic success in the long-term. The selection and execution of IS project processes are 
imperative as they have a long-term effect on underlying strategic initiatives and not only an 
immediate effect on project performance. 
The coefficient of determination (R2) determines how well a latent construct is 
predicted by its respective predictor/s or influencing construct/s. The R2 value indicates the 
per cent of variance explained in the predicted latent construct and can be explained as 
substantial (0.75), moderate (0.5) and weak (0.25) [58, 62]. Process success, therefore, 
explains 57.5% of deliverable success. This implies that short-term success moderately 
predicts medium-term success. Similarly, deliverable success explains 41.1% of the variance 
in strategic success. While there is weak predictive strength between medium and long-
term success,  it could be argued and considered closer to moderate given the R2 value’s 
range proximity. In an attempt to explore the time effect of IS project success, these result 
can be considered valuable as the phenomena are explored further. 
Benitez, et al. [62] argue that the practical relevance of the previous results should 
be contextual by assessing the effect size (f2) of the relationships between constructs. 
Similar to interpreting R2 values, f2 values of 0.02, 0.15 or 0.25 indicate a small, medium and 
large effect, respectively [54, 63]. Process success has a large effect on deliverable success 
and confirms the impact of IS project processes on medium-term success. Deliverable 
success also has a large effect on strategic success and implies that medium-term success 
has a significant impact on long-term success. In line with path coefficient results, there is 
no significant correlation between process success on strategic success. This arguably 
confirms the indirect and mediating role of medium-term success between short and long-
term IS project success. Through all the above results, it is clear that IS project success is a 
continuum and success manifests over time through the three dimensions of IS project 
success. 
6 Discussion and Conclusions 
Interrogating each of the IS project success construct indicators reveals several key findings 
(Table 2). The following implications relate to process success. Firstly, process success is 
understood through the correct alignment of project processes and project objectives. This 
coincides with the notion that there should be process alignment to ensure that the project 
realises its goals and the greater strategic initiative [1, 64]. Secondly, effective 
implementation of processes also explains process success. Correct implementation of 
processes facilitates cohesion, collaboration and productivity during the project life cycle 
[65, 66]. Selecting the correct processes for IS projects is tricky as there are a plethora of 
traditional and agile approaches available with no single panacea for all IS project types [1, 
67]. 
Regarding deliverable success, several themes were revealed. The first theme 
centres on IS projects delivering on the business problem or initiative. The deliverables of an 
IS project should have a clear focus and intent among clients and/or users [32, 68]. 
Exploiting deliverable success is imperative to gain a stronger competitive footing in the 
market and industry an organisation operates. This is also facilitated by meeting user 
expectations and satisfaction. This theme is widely debated in literature as the users can 
dictate whether an IS project is a failure or a success [12, 68, 69]. The output of an IS project 
can be rejected if underutilised by users and the initiative will be questioned if benefits are 
not realised [1, 69]. It is imperative to include users during the IS project development cycle 
to facilitate improved user experience [1, 70]. The final theme identified in deliverable 
success pertains to requirements management. IS projects are notorious for specification 
and requirements issues [68, 71]. Defining specifications and requirements serve as a 
benchmark during IS projects and the challenge is to ensure they are evident and achieve 
the underlying intent of the project [69, 72]. 
The overall theme of strategic success pertains to the competitive, industry and 
market impact the IS project will have over time. Achieving strategic success is the long-
term goal of any IS project because strategic intent drives IS project initiatives [73, 74]. The 
output of IS projects has a strong impact on organisational performance [75, 76]. IS projects 
play a critical part in achieving and maintaining competitive advantage within the 
organisation’s industry and market [75, 77]. 
Figure 5 reflects the revised research model developed from the results. The “Fata 
Morgana” or mirage effect of distorted success over time is arguably less of an issue when 
the correlation between the time dimensions of IS project success are better understood. 
Reflecting on the hypotheses and the results of Table 3, the following conclusions are 
drawn. Hypothesis H1a is accepted as process success has a significant and positive 
correlation on deliverable success. Conversely, hypothesis H1c is rejected as process success 
has no significant correlation on strategic success. Interestingly, hypotheses H1b, H2 and 
H3b are classified as redundant as the PLS-SEM process merged deliverable and business 
success given their proximity and comparability conceptually. Regarding hypothesis H3a, the 
premise is true as there was a significant and positive correlation between deliverable 
success and strategic success. The overall implication is that short-term IS project success 
does not directly impact long-term IS project success. However, there is a clear correlation 
between the time phases of IS project success as this research shows medium-term success 
mediates the correlation relationship and impact of short and long-term success. While the 
relationship has been acknowledged in literature [6, 7], this research confirms this notion 
and proves that there is a significant effect between each IS project success dimension over 
time. This research corresponds with the revelation of a moderate to a weak relationship 
between short and long-term success but within the IS project domain [36, 37]. This 
research also expands on previous studies by revealing the large effect between short, 
medium and long-term IS project success. The mediating role of deliverable 
success/medium-term success cannot be ignored as this indicates the importance of project 
managers ensuring symbiosis of pre, present and post IS project activities. IS project success 
is a continuum and success manifests over time through the three time dimensions of IS 
project success.  
 
Figure 5 Revised research model  
6.1 Limitations and Future Research 
Every research endeavour is not without limitations. Firstly, the dataset was mainly 
representative of the financial services and ICT and communication services industry. While 
these industries are known for their implementation of IS projects, future research should 
gain views from other industries as this could paint a different picture. Secondly, the project 
management success (triple constraint) construct was excluded from this research. Including 
this construct in future studies could reveal the impact or moderating role of the triple 
constraint over time. The third limitation concerns the variance explained for process, 
deliverable and strategic success constructs. Exploring areas such as the socio-technical 
construct in future research could add value to the current predictive model and further 
explain the constructs of success. Finally, the results pertain to IS projects in general and do 
not make provision or distinguish between the various IS project methodologies, e.g. agile 
vs traditional. Future research should explore this possibility, which would add to the 
debate about whether the agile philosophy is more effective for IS projects. 
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